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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	Highlights the antistress and potential neuroprotective effects of Ichnocarpus frutescens root extract
Integrates phytochemical, development, behavioural and molecular analyses
Provides evidence supporting the use of plant-derived compounds against oxidative stress
Offers a foundation for further pharmacological and mechanistic studies
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
It is clear. However the term “neuroprotective” may be slightly stringer than the evidence presented
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The abstract covers the major components of the study, but some claims require better alignment with the methodology and results, particularly regarding Rt-qPCR/gene expression analysis
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The background provides adequate context on oxidative stress, medicinal plants, I. frutescens and Drosophila, but it requires better organization
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Good. It is clearly stated toward the end of introduction
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Just make it a bit critical 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Require clarifications. The contradiction between single replication in the development experiment and triplicate analysis as well as inconsistencies between the stated RT-qPCR methodology and conventional PCR/agarose gel based results

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Results are good but some are stringer than the underlying data support and statistical reporting is limited
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
Table presentation could be improved with clear labelling and better-quality figure
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The findings are related too previous studies, but the discussion is relatively limited and often interprets the results without sufficient critical comparison
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The antioxidant and behavioural findings support a potential beneficial effect, but conclusions regarding neuroprotection and management of neurodegenerative disorders should be moderated 
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss important limitations, such as limited replication, absence of quantitative gene-expression analysis, and the preliminary nature of the Drosophila model findings
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Just  check the bibliographic accuracy  
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Few sections require improvement in grammar, sentence construction, clarity and scientific presentation. 
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
The tile is relevant as it identifies the plant, extract, experimental model and the proposed antistress and neuroprotective potential. However, the term “neuroprotective” should be interpreted cautiously because direct neuroprotective endpoints were not extensively evaluated.  

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The abstract should has to be revised clearly with the experimental design, replication, key quantitative findings and statistical significance. Claims regarding gene expression should also be aligned with the methodology and results presented in the manuscript

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
Needs clarification, especially the discrepancy between the stated Rt-qPCR analysis and the conventional PCR/agarose gel electrophoresis procedure, as well as the inconsistency between single replication reported for the developmental study and the statement that all experiments were performed in triplicate. Statistical analysis and interpretation of neuroprotective effects should also be strengthened

The manuscript has a relevant research objective and promising preliminary findings, but significant concerns regarding methodological consistency, replication, molecular analysis, statistical reporting, interpretation of results and language quality to be addressed.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
It is a suggestion to check the accuracy, completeness and consistency of citation and reference formatting
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
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